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REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING 
Central Washington University 
May 30, 1990 
Presiding Officer: Beverly Heckart 
Sue Tirotta Recording Secretary: 
Meeting was called to order at 3:10p.m. 
ROLL CALL 
Senators: All Senators or their Alternates were present except Duncan, Farkas, Hclnelly, Medlar, Fisher, 
Parson and Street. 
Visitors: Don Schliesman, Courtney Jones, Carol Barnes, Barney Erickson and Tami Schranke. 
CHANGES TO AGENDA 
-Add 5/25/90 and 5/30/90 letters from Marco Bicchieri, Anthropology, proposing a motion for a vote of 
no-confidence for the C.W.U. administrative leadership. Chair Heckart explained that the Senate 
Executive Committee reviewed Dr. Bicchieri's request, decided that such action would be precipitous and 
declined to place the proposed motion on the Faculty Senate agenda. 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
The following corrections to the minutes of May 16, 1990 were noted and accepted: 
-Page 1: Change Motion No. 2746 to Motion No. 2753. 
-Page 3: Change Motion No. 2747 to Motion No. 2754. 
-Page 4: Change Motion No. 2748 to Motion No. 2755. 
-Page 4: Change Motion No. 2749 to Motion No. 2756. 
-Page 5: Change Motion No. 2750 to Motion No. 2757. 
-Page 5: Change Motion No. 2751 to Motion No. 2758. 
-Page 3, Budget Committee report, 3rd line from bottom: change "case" to "cast." 
-Page 6, Personnel Committee report, see #4, 2nd line: change "in consistency" to "inconsistency." 
The minutes of May 16, 1990 were accepted with the corrections noted above. 
COMMUNICATIONS 
Patrick Mclaughlin reported the following correspondence: 
REPORTS 
---
-4/27/90 letter from James Brennan, History, regarding policy on student withdrawals from courses. 
Referred to Senate Executive Committee. 
-5/22/90 memo from Ken Hammond, Academic Affairs Committee, regarding course grading practices. 
Referred to Senate Executive Committee. 
-5/22/90 memo from Bill Vance, Leisure Services, regarding student voting rights at Senate meetings. 
Referred to Senate Executive Committee. 
I. CHAIR 
-Chair Heckart reported that Senate Bill No. 6304, Chapter 162 --Faculty Sick Leave Records, was 
passed by the Legislature and approved by the Governor in March 1990. This law requires that state 
and regional universities maintain complete and accurate "sick leave" records for all teaching and 
research faculty. The Senate Executive Committee has made a recommendation to the Provost 
concerning "sick leave" reporting, and the Personnel and Benefits Office is considering 
implementation of an appropriate means of coordinating record-keeping. The chair stressed that the 
impetus for reporting "sick leave" did not come from the university's administration. Also, "sick 
leave" is not "disabi'l ity leave" as defined in the Faculty Code. 
-The Provost has announced the appointment of Or. Gerald J. Stacy as Dean of Graduate Studies and 
Research and Associate Provost for Faculty Professional Development. Dr. Kathleen Easter will fill 
the position of Associate Dean of Graduate Studies and Research on an interim basis for one year. 
-Sharon Zablotney has declined to accept the position of Dean of the College of Letters, Arts and 
Sciences. 
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*MOTION NO. 2759 Bill Vance moved and Patrick Mclaughlin seconded a motion to approve the members 
of the 1990-91 Senate Standing Committees, the members of the Council of Faculty Representatives, 
the Faculty Legislative Representatives and the Faculty Grievance Committee as follows: 
1990-91 FACULTY GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE 
REGULAR MEMBERS: 
Jack Dugan 
Robert Jacobs 
Bill Vance 
(3 yrs) 
(2 yrs) 
(1 yr) 
ALTERNATE MEMBERS: 
Peter Gries (3 yrs) 
Zoltan Kramar (2 yrs) 
Owen Dugmore (1 yr) 
1990-91 FACULTY SENATE STANDING COMMITTEES 
SENATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
+Peter Burkholder, Philosophy 
*Ken Hammond, Geography 
Gary Heesacker, Accounting 
Jean Putnam, HPER 
*Willard Sperry, Physics 
Jennifer Fisher, ASCWU/BOD 
SENATE CODE COMMITTEE 
Cathy Bertelson, BEAM 
Russell Hansen, Sociology 
*Deborah Medlar, Accounting 
*Randall Wallace, Education 
+Max Zwanziger, Psychology 
SENATE PERSONNEL COMMITTEE 
Geoffrey Boers, Music 
*Jim Hawkins, Drama 
+Patricia Maguire, HPER 
*Patrick Owens, Library 
Libby Street, Psychology 
COUNCUL OF FACULTY REPRESENTATIVES (CFR) 
Robert Benton, English 
Erlice Killorn, HPER 
*Ken Gamon, Math 
FACULTY LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE (FLR) 
Phil Backlund, Communication 
Robert Wieking, lET 
* Senator 
+Alternate 
Motion passed. 
• • • 
SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE 
*Barry Donahue, Computer Science 
Wolfgang Franz, Economics 
+Ken Harsha, BEAM 
Rasco Tolman, Foreign Languages 
*Rex Wirth, Political Science 
SENATE CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 
Jerry Hogan, Library 
+Robert Jacobs, Political Science 
*James Ponzetti, Home Economics 
*Warren Street, Psychology 
Morris Uebelacker, Geography 
Jennifer Fisher, ASCWU/BOD 
(3 yrs) 
(2 yrs) 
(1 yr) 
1988-1991 
1991-1994 
-• 
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-Chair Heckart presented the 1990-91 Faculty Legislative Agenda and explained that it is very 
similar to last year's agenda: 
!991 CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERS ITY FACULTY LEGISLATIVE AGENDA 
1. The CWU faculty strongly supports increased access to higher education for deserving students in 
Washington State. Therefore, it requests the Washington legislature to lift the enrollment lids 
at Central and other comprehensive universities. Central serves both the region of Central 
Washington -- from Omak to Goldendale -- and the State. About 70% of our students are homebased 
in the Seattle-Tacoma area. Lifting the enrollment lid would enhance the university's mission 
to serve the higher education needs of Washington State. 
2. The CWU faculty requests the legislature to continue support for the university's 
degree-granting centers in the Puget Sound area. CWU has offered off-campus instruction for 
more than half a century, and its centers in the Puget Sound region serve placebound students 
with needed programs. Waiting lists exist for entrance to these programs, which, because they 
use existing facilities, cost the state less than the construction and maintenance of new 
campuses. 
3. The CWU faculty underscores the need for the appropriation of monies for equipment in the 
natural sciences. The natural sciences will increasingly be a field of opportunity for young 
people and will continue to be an important part of the general education of all CWU students. 
Rapid advances in the sciences necessitate the constant updating of equipment in order to 
educate graduates in the most current knowledge and scientific methods. Because the state 
benefits in the long term from the education of scientists the legislature should assume the 
responsibility for the full funding of necessary equipment. 
4. The CWU faculty commends the legislature for increasing faculty salaries for the biennium 
1989-91. If Washington state intends to maintain a high quality of higher education, increased 
faculty salaries must remain on the legislative agenda given the merging shortage of suitable 
instructors and the keen competition with other states' universities. 
5. Central Washington University prides itself on the continued excellence and consistent 
improvement of its teacher education curricula. These programs will become even more vital to 
the state and the university as teachers fulfill the requirement to obtain a master's degree. 
The CWU faculty urges the legislature to grant increased funding for the innovative Master's 
Degree in Teaching developed by the university. 
6. The CWU faculty requests that the Washington State legislature re-examine graduate tuition rates 
at Central and other comprehensive universities. In 1989, graduate tuition rates at those 
institutions were raised by 33%, creating hardships for graduate students. Central has a range 
of useful graduate programs; they should not be priced above the means of students. 
2. VICE PRESIDENT FOR BUSINESS AND FINANCIAL AF FAIRS 
Courtney Jones outlined Central's 1991-93 Biennial Budget request. He explained the process 
used in arriving at the preliminary recommendations which will be presented to the Board of Trustees 
in June and to the Governor in September and added that although some dollar amounts may be revised 
by the end of summer, the request's overall concept will remain the same. 
Vice President Jones distributed an outline of the $118.4 million Budget Request. $84,093,000 
of the Budget Request represents carryforward of current services adjusted for inflation and 
(continued) 
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revolving fund increases, with the remaining monies divided into enhancement packages as follows: 
$9,297,000 for faculty and administrative exempt salary increases; $6,170,000 for an enrollment 
increase of 550 FTE/year; $7,236,000 for "Adequacy," which covers qualitative needs in all sectors 
of the university; and $11,600,000 for "Programs," divided into Equipment, Diversity, Computing, 
Teacher Education, International Programs, Library Automation and GIS. 
He noted that the legislature will probably not appropriate $118.4 million for the biennium but 
expressed optimism that some relief would be granted for overenrollment in the form of an increased 
FTE a 11 otment. 
Vice President Jones answered Senators' questions concerning off-campus programs and the 
maintenance of current automated systems. 
3. PERSONNEL COMMITTEE 
Bill Vance presented the Personnel Committee's recommendations on the merit system. He 
explained that the Committee's recent survey of departments suggests that criteria and procedures 
for the award of merit vary widely: 
MERIT PROCESS REVISION RECOMMENDATIONS 
1. It is recommended that the Faculty Code, section 8.75B be modified to require a specific 
departmental review either by a Personnel Committee or a committee of the whole of merit 
candidates' Professional Records and other supporting material. This review shall occur in 
addition to that conducted by the department chair unless faculty hold an official election each 
year and vote not to do a separate review. 
2. Where the departmental faculty have established a Personnel Committee or a committee of the who' 
it shall submit a separate, rank-ordered list to the dean in addition to that submitted by the 
department chair. 
3. It is recommended that the Facu~ Code, section 8.75B2, be revised to require that chairs and 
Personnel Committees submit brief accomplishment summaries to accompany the rank-ordered list of 
recommended faculty members submitted to the deans. These summaries shall clearly demonstrate 
the faculty members' strengths in one of the two areas besides teaching effectiveness. 
4. Whether handled administratively or by Code revision, departmental criteria for merit should be 
printed and published on a regular basis. These should advise departmental faculty members in 
detail of the criteria and respective "weights" to be used in determining merit recommendations. 
5. fhe period of time between award of merit and actual receipt of dollar increases should be 
reduced. If the salary increase will be effective in January, then the merit selection process 
should be conducted no sooner than the preceding October through December. 
6. Those faculty menroers selected for merit by the Provost and whose names will be presented to the 
President and Board of Trustees should be notified of their selection by the Provost as quickly 
as possible after his receipt of the deans' recommendations. 
7. The list of merit candidates approved by the Board of Trustees should be published with brief 
profiles of each recipient's accomplishments toward the merit recommendation. 
8. Finally, the committee recommends that a special, ad hoc committee be appointed next (1990-91) 
academic year to conduct a survey of other universities' methods and procedures regarding merit 
to ascertain whether there might be additional revisions made to improve Central's current 
process. 
* * * 
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Senators noted that since the only means of moving on the new salary scale are through merit 
awards and promotion, merit should provide adequate movement governed by objective standards which 
are knowable, known and used. Senators discussed a definition of "review" (recornnendation #1), 
disputed publication of the merit list (recommendation #7), and recommended that the Personnel 
Committee continue to review the merit process with the data that has already been collected rather 
than creating an ad hoc committee (recommendation #8). Chair Hec~art noted that the Senate reached 
a clear consensus on most of items presented in the Personnel Committee's list of recommendations. 
These recommendations will be forwarded to next year's Code Committee for action when appropriate. 
4. CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 
Jay Bachrach reported that in a letter on February 1, 1990 Don Schliesman, Dean of Undergraduate 
Studies, asked the Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee to develop a more complete description of 
the nature of graduate level courses for the purpose of curriculum proposal evaluation. The 
following proposal has been reviewed and approved by both Don Schliesman and Dale Comstock, Dean of 
Graduate Studies: 
*MOTION NO. 2760 Jay Bachrach moved the approval of the following change to the Curriculum Planning 
~Procedures Manual, Page 10: 
4. Graduate courses (courses numbered 501 and above) 
a. Student preparation: 
Graduate courses are typically restricted to students who have a Bachelor's degree and 
who have formally been admitted to a graduate program of the University. Some courses ~ . 
may also require competitive admission to a departmental graduate program. Seniors~ ~v-dr 
enroll in graduate courses with the permission of the instructor and the department 
chair. Credit earned by seniors may meet either undergraduate or graduate program 
requirements, but not both. If the credit earned by a senior is to be applied to a 
graduate program, approval must be obtained from the Dean of Graduate Studies. 
Alternative preparation for graduate courses may include co~pletion of an undergraduate 
major and general studies requirements, or a Bachelor's degree and professional 
experience in a related field. In these cases, specific preparatory coursework is often 
required. Graduate courses assume comfortable use of the terminology, 
knowledge-gathering methods, practical skills, and basic understandings of the 
discipline. Nearly all graduate students have a grade point average above 3.0 for their 
last two undergraduate years, and, therefore, graduate courses should challenge the 
learning skills of these students. 
b. Course characteristics: 
Graduate curricula are usually more specialized than undergraduate curricula, focusing 
on a few academic or applied areas. Introductory courses and courses that can be 
approached by a student without extensive preparation are not appropriate to the 
graduate level. 
Graduate courses promote a teaching, research, and professional partnership between 
faculty and students. The capacity for independent professional work at an advanced 
level is almost always a goal of graduate classes, requiring a greater commitment of 
student time outside of class meetings than undergraduate classes. Sometimes the 
production of a graduate thesis or other independent production is the focus of one or 
more graduate courses. Graduate instruction places a greater burden on library, 
equipment, faculty, and administrative resources than undergraduate study. Curriculum 
proposals must recognize these special demands. 
Motion passed. 
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4. CURRICULUM COMMITTEE, continued 
*MOTION NO. 2761 Jay Bachrach moved approval of University Curriculum Committee Page 1047, HED 
422 (Course Additio~) and CMGT 344 (Course Addition) ONLY, and UCC page 1049, HIST 352 (Course 
Addition), with the following change: 
-Add Course Addition -- IDST 296, Indi vidual Studies (1-6), to University Curriculum Committee 
Page 1049. 
Motion passed. 
PAGE 
1047 
1047 
1049 
1049 
HED 422 
CMGT 344 
HIST 352 
IDST 296 
Course Addition 
Cour se Addition 
Course Addition 
Course Addition 
* * * 
*MOTl!ON NO. 2762 Jay Bachrach recon~~nded that the Senate return the B.S./Construction 
Managetrent Program Change on UCC Pages 1047-'18 to the Department of Industrial and Engineering 
Technology. 
He expl ained that there are four issues of interest to the Senate in this proposal: 1) 
The proposed major description includes a new section on standards for admission to the major. 
It is unclear to students and to t he university what these standards are and how they are to be 
net; 2) the major exceeds the Curri culum Planning and Procedures manual's maximum but is no 
different from the 138 credits already listed in the catalog; 3) the number of lET credits in 
the major has risen from 64 to 72, an increase of 8 credits, at the expense of non-JET courses 
4) it is possible that students will regard the "Other Suggested courses" as requiretrents 
although neither the major nor any certification hinge on completion of these courses. 
David Carns , lET , expressed concern that revisions in the proposed Construction Management 
Program could preclude its inclusion in the next University catalog. Jay Bachrach and Chair 
Heckart assured Mr. Carns that the next catalog deadline does not occur until the end of Fall 
quarter 1990 and recommended that Mr. Carns contact Senate Curriculum Committee Chair Warren 
Street. 
5. CODE COMMITTEE 
Nancy Lester presented proposed [aculty Code changes as well as a draft Family Leave Policy 
which will be considered next yea r by the Senate Code Committee. She added that the Faculty 
Grievance Colllllit t ee asked the Code Commit tee to define "salary inequity" in the Code,_ but after 
intensive review of vary ing depa r tn~ nt a l s tandards, the Code Colllllittee could not reach a 
conclusion; they recoumended that tile Fa culty Grievance Committee use "demonstrable unfairnes s" 
as one criteria for defining a "sa lary inequity." 
*MOTION NO. 2763 Nancy Lester moved changes to Faculty Code section 1.15 as follows: 
1.15 Procedure to Amend the Faculty Code--Regular Procedures 
D. Senate and faculty acti on on amendment proposals originating with the faculty shall 
proceed as follows: 
[NEW] 3. lhe Code Committee shall return the proposed atrendment to the Executive 
Committee of the Senate, which shall decide whether the atrendment 22_!! minor 
adjustment or!!. controversial issue deserving of ~public hearing. If the 
matter i2 judged to be minor, the amendment proposa l will proceed directly to 
the Senate for action . The Senate ~ act on it or, ~!! vote of 30% of the 
members present , remand l! for!! hear ing. 
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5. CODE COMMITTEE, continued 
1.15 Procedure to Amend the Faculty Code--Regular Procedures, continued 
3-.4. .!1 the Executive Co11111ittee decides an amendment should reteive! public 
hearing, f!he amendment proposal, accompanied by recommended changes by the 
Code Committee, and at the same time notice of public hearing on such proposal 
before the Code Committee, shall be submitted to each faculty member in writing 
at least ten (10) calendar days of the academic year before said public hearing 
is to be held. With th is notice!~ form shall be sent, to be returned to 
the Senate office within six ill days of being sent out. On this form the 
faculty members~~ their desire to attend this hearing and shall 
append their names so that they~ be contacted . .!..f. five or more replies are 
received, the hearing shall be held~ scheduled . .!..f. four or fewer replies are 
received, the hearing sha ll be cancelled and the members of the Code Co11111ittee 
and the Chair of the Senate shall consult with the interested facuty members to 
receive their sugestions and opinions. 
~.5. After the public hearings or consultations, the Code Commi t tee shall report to 
the Faculty Senate. The Senate shall then consider the amendment proposal and 
vote on it. If the proposed amendment passes the senate by a two-thirds 
majority, it shall then be submitted to the president, and be duly acted upon 
as in Section 1.15, Subsection F. 
RATIONALE: The procedure for amending the Code is cumbersome and time-consuming. Especially 
wasteful, in most years, is the t ime spent mailing, waiting for a hearing, finding a 
place, and then finding that no one comes to the hearing. However, the above winnowing 
process preserves the opportunity for a hearing at every step, while avoiding the 
necessity of holding a hearing if the matter is non-controversial or if no one wants to 
come. In (3) above the Senate can always remand the matter for a hearing if it wishes 
to override the Executive Committee, but it is expected that this committee will have a 
good understanding of what the faculty might wish to discuss. In (4) there is 
provision for a large hearing or a small and informal one for a few people. 
Motion passed. 
~········~·~•************************************************************************************************ 
*MOTION NO. 2764 Nancy Lester moved approval of changes to Faculty Code section 8.80 and other 
sections concerning "Professional Growth" and the rank of "Instructor." 
8.80 Professional Growth 
DELETE ENTIRE SECTION -- MOTION NO. 2754 PASSED BY FACULTY SENATE ON MAY 16, 1990 
ELIMINATES PROFESSIONAL GROWTH AWARDS. 
DELETE ALL FACULTY CODE REFERENCES TO "PROFESSIONAL GROWTH" AND RANK OF "INSTRUCTOR", AS 
FOLLOWS: 
Delete 
2.10 
4.20 
4.30 
4.40 
5.25 
12.25 
"Instructor:" 
Faculty--Defined, Section A.1., line 5 
Academic Rank--Defined, line 2 
Academic Rank--Minimum Qualifications, Section B.1.a. and B.1.~. 
Academic Rank--Limitations, Section E, line 2 
Acqui si tion of Tenure--Probationary Periods, Section B., line 1 
Grievance Procedure, Section A., line 4 
·-
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• 5. CODE COMM ITTEE , cont inued 
Delete "Professional Growth :" 
4.75 Special Appointments, Section C.2., line 2 
8.00-8.99 Delete from Header 
8.65 Professional Improvement, Section B., line 2-3 
8.65 Professional Improvement, Section D., line 2-3 
8.65 Professional Improvement, Section F., line 2 
Motion passed. 
************************************************************************************************************** 
*MOTION NO. 2765 Nancy Lester moved approval of changes to Faculty Code section 8.85 as follows: 
8.85. Ad Hoc Personnel Committees--Joint Appo intment s and Assignments 
Ad hoc personnel committees shall be appointed tt!i--fl~!af'Y at the request of the facul ty 
member to assist the provost and vice president for academic affairs in judging faculty 
members who have joint assignments outside their respective departments or academic 
sectionsL and for those faculty members, usually called directors, who administrate 
academic centers or servi ces ~ Academic Adv ising, Safety Educat ion, Academic Skil ls 
and Extended Degree Centers). Each ad hoc committee wi l l consist of f ive (5) members of 
the faculty appointed by the provost and vice president for academic affairs. The 
committees shall consist of two (2) academic department chairs one of whom shall be from 
the faculty member's original department, and one other member of the person's original 
department. At least two of the remaining three members of the committee shall be A 
knowledgeable in the fields in which the faculty member is assigned. ,.., 
The committee shall make recommendations regarding promotion (and tenure, retention and 
merit increases) for each assigned faculty member exactly as though it were their 
department. The ordinary administrative procedures regarding promotions shall be followed 
with respect to each ad hoc committee as though it were a department. 
RATIONALE: The section was or iginall y produced during the worr isome days when the faculty was 
being cut back and reassigned. The section will do very well, with the addition of these lines 
about academic directors, as a means of judging them also. It is presently being used this way, 
but the language needs a broadening to inc lude this new type of administrator. 
Motion passed. 
************************************************************************************************************** 
[ IIEW] 
*MOT ION NO. 2766 Nancy Lester moved approval of changes to Faculty Code section 9.95 as follows: 
9.95 Professor Emeritus Appoi ntments 
C. The Board of Trustees ~ grant the rank of Emeritus Professor posthumous ly to faculty 
members deceased during their term of servi ce to the Univers ity if the requi r ements of 
paragraphs ~ and A.2 ~~v_t: !'!~e_!l ~L_ 
RATIONAL E: This comes from the offi ce of the Pres ident and seems a nice idea. 
Motion passed. • 
*************************************************************************************************************** 
• 
• 
• 
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5. CODE COMMITTEE, continued 
*MOTION NO. 2767 Nancy Lester moved approval of changes to Faculty~ section 15.30 as follows: 
15.30 Summer Salaries 
Unless otherwise provided in this Code, the salaries for regulir university faculty 
teaching at least twelve ~red+~ contact hours during the full summer session, in addition 
to their regular academic contract year, shall be at least 2/9ths of the saliry for the 
previous academic contract year. Salary shall be prorated for a partial load based on 
-ered+~ contact hours taught. [BT ~lotion 5932 , 9/20/85] The word "contact" here applies to 
regular ly scheduled classes or laboratory contact hours . 
RATIONAL E: It seems that people who . teach laboratory classes in summer are usually paid about 5/12 
of the normal salary. The code authorizes (7/20 .B.1.a.(2)) a payment of 3/4 for laboratory 
classes. Changing the word "credit" to "contact" would result in a more equitable salary. We are 
aware that it might affect a number of teachers, but the percentage raise in each case would be ' 
small. We also feel that many who teach in the summer are underpaid for the work they do. In some 
cases, they do it as a service for their students. 
Nancy Lester explained that this proposed change does not meet with the approval of the 
administration. Several questions were raised regarding definitions of the terms "contact," 
"credit" and "load" as well as the cons istency of this policy with regular school year policy. 
Barney Erickson, Director of Summer Sess ion, and Carol Barnes, Dean of Extended University 
Programs, said that they did no t oppose th is policy in theory but were unclear regarding its 
wording. It was generally agreed that more work is needed on this proposil . 
*MOTI ON NO. 2768 · Char les McGehee moved and Ken Gamon seconded a motion to return the proposed 
changes to Faculty Code section 15 . 30 to the Faculty Senate Code Committee. Motion passed. 
*************************************************************************************************************** 
*MOTION NO. 2769 Nancy Lester moved approval of new sections lO.lO.H . and 10.17 to the Faculty 
Code as fol lows : 
SCHOLARLY MISCONDUCT POLICY -- NEW SECTION 
SECTIONS 10.17 AND lO.lO.H. ARE NEW ADDITIONS 
. TO TBE CODE UNDER SECTION 10.00-10 .99: 
DISC IPLI NARY ACTION, DISMISSAL FOR CAU SE 
10.10 Disciplinary Actions and Po l ic ies 
[NEW] H. Confidentiality: In all proceedings rel ated to disciplinary actions it is important to 
preserve the confidentiality of tile parties involved. It must be recognized that scholars' 
reputations are pa ramount to t heir careers , and serious consideration must be given before 
act ions are taken t hat may impugn them. At t he same time, those filing legitimate 
all egat ions in good faith must be protected from reprisals. As in the procedure for 
a ll egat ions f il ed under sta te RCW 42.40 (Wh ist le-Blower law), the identity of all persons 
fi li ng allegations of misconduct sha l l be kept confidential during all stages of the 
proceedings un less t hey consent to t he re lease of their n«mes. Similarly, those accused 
are entitled to have the proceedings handled in confidence • 
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5. CODE COMMITTEE, continued 
10.17 Scholarly Misconduct 
[NEW] A. Definitions 
1. "Inquiry" means information gathering and fact finding to determine whether an 
allegation or apparent instance of misconduct warrants an investigation. 
2. "Investigation" means the formal examination and evaluation of all relevant facts to 
determine if misconduct has occurred. 
3. "Misconduct" means fabrication, falsification, plagiarism or other practices that 
seriously deviate from those that are commonly accepted within the scholarly community 
for proposing, conducting or reporting scholarly activities including research. It 
does not include honest error or differences in interpretation of data or in judgments. 
B. Receipt of Allegations and Inquiry 
1. All allegations of misconduct shall be made in writing and, regardless of where 
reported initially (e.g., department chair). shall be transmitted in strict confidence 
directly to the appropriate school or college dean. The dean shall take immediate and 
appropriate action as soon as misconduct is suspected or alleged including informing 
the Dean of Graduate Studies and Research. 
2. The school or college dean shall review the matter with the person raising the issue, 
and thereafter, inform in confidence the person accused that an allegation of 
misconduct has been made and provide that person a re-typed copy of the written 
allegation within 10 calendar days. The person so accused shall be given an 
opportunity to respond within a reasonable period of time as specified by the dean . 
The dean may seek such advice as is necessary, including the University's Assistant 
Attorney General, to evaluate whether there is any validity to the allegation. Where 
possible, the dean shall encourage discussion and resolution of the allegation of 
misconduct by the department or appropriate other unit. 
3. This inquiry stage must be completed within sixty (60) calendar days of its initiation. 
A written report shall be prepared by the dean that indicates what evidence was 
reviewed, summarizes relevant interviews, and includes the conclusions of the inquiry. 
The conclusions will include a determination whether to initiate an investigation. The 
individual(s) against whom the allegation was made shall be given a copy of the report 
and their comments may be made a part of the record. 
4. If the school or college dean determines there is no basis to initiate an 
investigation, the person making the allegation, the accused, the Dean of Graduate 
Studies and Research, and others with knowledge of the allegation shall be so informed. 
A record of this action including sufficiently detailed documentation to permit a later 
assessment of the reasons for determining that an investigation was not warranted shall 
be filed with the Dean of Graduate Studies and Research. Such records shall be 
maintained in confidence, apart from faculty or administrative personnel records, for 
at least three years after the termination of the inquiry. 
5. Should the person bringing the allegation be dissatisfied with closure by the school or 
college dean, he or she may request the provost to review the matter. Should the 
provost concur with the dean, the matter will be closed. Should the provost not 
concur, he or she will advise the dean to initiate an investigation. 
• 
• 
• 
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1. If the school or college dean decides that the alleged violation and inquiry warrants 
an investigation, such investigation shall be undertaken within thirty (30) days of the 
completion of the inquiry. The investigation normally will include examination of all 
documentation, including but not necessarily limited to relevant data, proposals, 
publications, correspondence, and memoranda of telephone calls. Whenever possible, 
interviews shall be conducted of all individuals involved either in making the 
allegation or against whom the allegation is made, as well as others who might have 
information regarding aspects of the allegations. Complete summaries of these 
interviews should be prepared, provided to the interviewed party for comment or 
revision, and included as part of the investigating file. 
2. The dean shall secure, at the institution's expense, necessary and appropriate 
expertise (e.g., disinterested scholars of the field) to carry on a thorough and 
authoritative evaluation of the relevant information. All significant issues are to be 
pursued diligently. 
3. Accused persons shall be entitled to choose one faculty member to be their advocate in 
any investigation. 
4. The dean shall take precautions against real or apparent conflicts of interest of those 
involved . 
5. The dean shall prepare and maintain the documentation to substantiate the 
investigation's findings. The investigation should ordinarily be completed within 120 
calendar days including conducting the investigation, preparing a report of findings, 
making the report available for comment by the subjects of the investigation, and 
submitting the report to the Dean of Graduate Studies and Research. If the 
investigation results in the dean's determination there is no basis for the allegation, 
notifications will proceed as in the inquiry stage. If the results substantiate the 
allegation of misconduct, the dean will recommend appropriate sanctions to the provost 
in accordance with the Faculty Code (Sec. 10.10-10.35). or the Exempt Employees Code. 
Other sections of this Code are also applicable where appropriate. 
6. In either situation, the dean shall notify the Dean of Graduate Studies and Research of 
the outcome and provide documentation for use in state and federal reporting 
requirements. 
D. Unconfirmed Allegations 
The dean and other University personnel shall diligently and expeditiously undertake 
efforts to restore the reputations of persons alleged to have engaged in misconduct when 
allegations are not confirmed, and also undertake diligent efforts to protect the positions 
and reputations of those persons who, in good faith, make allegations. 
E. Reporting 
1. The Dean of Graduate Studies and Research is the designated official of the University 
for reporting procedures to state and federal agencies on investigations . 
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2. The inquiry report needs to be provided to the funding agency if grant or contract 
funds are involved. If an investigation is to proceed, agencies need to be notified 
i~~~rediately aft'er the inquiry stage. Ir at any point in the process there is a 
reasonable indication of possible criminal violations, agencies must be notified within 
24 hours. 
RATIONALE: While the Code has a section on disciplinary actions, scholarly misconduct is not 
mentioned in it. We have understood the administration's need for haste in setting up a policy to 
satisfy the government, but we do feel that the Code would be incomplete without the incorporation 
of this matter. In section 10.10.A. the Code says that in disciplinary actions "all provisions of 
this Code shall be observed." We therefore concluded that scholarly misconduct should become part 
of the Code. We also think the faculty expects to find everything of special relevance to itself in 
this Code. In addition, we want to have a set of rules which are not subject to change without our 
knowledge. 
After some discussion, we concluded that the administration's "Procedural Guidelines for 
Handling Allegations of Scholarly Miscondcut" should be incoporated verbatim, with the exceptions 
noted below. We have proposed a new section: 10.17. Specific changes: 
1. We suggest moving the statement on confidentiality forward to section 10.10, which is about 
general procedures in disciplinary cases. The Code presently has no statement of 
confidentiality, and this seems like the appropriate place, especially since confidentiality has 
become a matter of legal rights. We have extended confidentiality to all stages of the 
proceedings. 
We also use the plural form in this paragraph to avoid the he/she locution. 
2. We numbered and lettered the paragraphs to follow the Code format. 
3. Suggest deleting from A.3 (the definition) the parenthetical material: "(e.g., intentional 
misrepresentation of credentials, violations of confidentiality, deliberate violation of 
regulations)." Intentional misrepresentation of credentials and deliberate violation of 
regulations are already covered in 10.15 and 10.25, and we propose adding confidentiality to 
10.10. 
Also, we understand the phrase "scholarly misconduct" to mean precisely that, and not every 
kind of misconduct by scholars, which would be "scholars' misconduct." The government appeared 
to be concerned specifically about misconduct in research. Furthermore, since the results are 
to be reported to the Dean of Graduate Studies, it is clear that graduate research must be the 
area of scholarly misconduct (or dishonesty) we are dealing with.here. 
4. Suggest adding "within 10 days" to 6.1.2., to agree with lO.lO.B., already in the Code. 
5. Suggest adding a faculty member as advocate or advisor for the accused person. One of the 
principles of academic life is peer review. However, since it is difficult to maintain 
confidentiality with a committee, we propose this as a compromise. 
6. Find that the introduction is not necessary. 
7. Made a few small editorial changes, including removal of "sexist" language. 
*MOTION AMENDMENT NO. 2769A Barry Donahue moved and Charles McGehee seconded a motion to change the 
final sentence in section 10.17.6.4. from "Such records shall be maintained in confidence, apart 
from faculty or administrative personnel records, for at least three years after the termination of 
the inquiry ... " to read "Such records sha 11 be rna i nta i ned in confidence, apart from faculty or 
administrative personnel records, and such records shall be maintainted for at least three years 
after the termination of the inquiry." Motion passed. 
MOTION NO. 2796 as amended by MOTION NO. 2796A passed. 
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*MOTION NO. 2770 Barry Donahue rooved that the Faculty Senate recommend the distribution of funds 
appropriated by the legislature for a 6.4% salary increase effective Jin~ary 1, 1991 occur as 
follows: 
1. A 5% cost of living increase be added to each faculty member's salary as converted to the new 
salary scale passed by the Faculty Senate on May 16, 1990. See the conversion chart 
accompanying Motion No. 1;2754 passed by the Senaw on May 16, 1990. 
2. Total merit awards shall not exceed 1.4% of the salary increase a.ppropriated by the legislature. 
Merit awards shall be added to a faculty member's converted salary step. 
Motion passed. 
*MOTION NO. 2771 Ken Garoon rooved and Ken Harsha seconded a motion to suspend the Faculty Senate 
rules and continue the meeting beyond 5:00 p.m. in order to finish the ~siness on the agenda. 
Motion passed. 
7. ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE 
Ken Hammond reported that on January 31, 1990 Don Schliesman, Dean of Undergraduate Studies, 
transmitted action taken by the Undergraduate Council on December 5, 1989 approving a policy of 
academic forgiveness. He noted that "there have been quite a few cases in which students have 
returned to study after extended absence with a marked change in attitude and behavior. Most of 
the time these students demonstrate much greater success in their studies than they did the first 
time around. Major groups of students fa lling into this category are military veterans and other 
adult students returning to complete degree programs ... Policies like the one being proposed 
currently exist at Western Washington University, Eastern Washington University, Seattle University 
and several other institutions in Washington." 
*MOTION NO. 2772 Ken Hammond moved approval of an Academic Forgiveness Policy as follows: 
ACADEMIC FORGIVENESS POLICY 
Former undergraduate students who return to Central after an absence of five or more years and 
whose previous cumulative grade point average was below 2.00 may petition the Dean of Undergraduate 
Studies for academic forgiveness. 
Academic forgiveness may be granted once and the student admitted in good standing if the 
following conditions are met: 
1. At least five years have elapsed since the student's last attendance. 
2. There is documented evidence that there has been a significant change in the student's life that 
would indicate that the student would very likely succeed if reinstated. 
If academic forgiveness is granted, the previous credits and grades will remain in the student's 
record, however the grade point average will be suppressed and the student will be admitted in good 
standing. The cumulative grade point average will include all grades for all courses UNLESS the 
student has earned at least a 3.00 gpa in 45 credits since returning, in which case ONLY the grades 
earned since reinstatement will be used in computing the cumulative grade point average. 
The forgiveness policy does not extend to calculating grade point averages of majors. 
Effective with the 1991-93 catalog. 
Motion passed. 
*********************************************************************************************************** 
Ken Hammond reported that on May 7, 1990, Don Schliesman, Dean of Undergraduate Studies, 
transmitted action taken by the Undergraduate Council on May 1, 1990 recommending limitation of the 
number of physical education credits to be counted toward graduate requirements: "The main reason 
for this action was the Council members' belief that it is inappropriate to have a large number of 
credits earned in physical education activities allowed toward meeting degree requirements. They 
(continued) 
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believe that students should be directed into more academic courses,, even for the elective portion 
of their degree study. Based on a random survey of the academic records of about 1400 seniors, 11% 
of the native students and 4.8% of the transfer students earned in ~xcess Gf six credits in 
activity courses." 
*MOTION NO. 2773 Ken Ha~nd moved approval of the proposed limitation of P.E. activity courses as 
follows: 
Limit the number of physical education activity courses, exclusive of varsity athletics and 
requirements for a major, which may be counted as part of the 180 credits required for graduation 
with a baccalaureate to a maximum of six (6) credits. Effective with the 1991-93 catalog. 
* * * 
Senators asked why varsity athletics was exempted from the limitation, and Ken llamnond explained 
that the participatory nature of varsity athlet ics likens it more closely to "marching band" and 
similar credit-earning activities rather than to P.E . activity courses. Senator Stephen Jefferies 
expressed the opinion that poor advising is often the source of students taking excessive P.E. 
activity courses to fill their elective requirements. Tami Schrank, student, pointed out that 
there are similar limitations on other types of courses (e.g., only 6 credits of school newspaper 
work are allowed toward graduation). 
OLD BUSINESS 
None 
NEW BUSINESS 
None 
AOJOURNMENT 
Motion defeated. 
Meeting was adjourned at 5:35p.m. 
* * * * * NEXT REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING: October 10, 1990 * * * * * 
I. ROLL CALL 
II. CHANGES TO AGENDA 
FACULTY SENATE REGULAR MEETING 
3:10p.m., Wednesday, May 30, 1990 
SUB 204-205 
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - May 16, 1990 
IV. COMMUNICATIONS 
-4/27/90 letter from James Brennan, History, re. policy on student withdrawals from 
courses. Referred to Senate Executive Committee. 
-5/22/90 memo from Ken Hammond, Academic Affairs Committee, re. course grading 
practices. 
-5/22/90 memo from Bill Vance, Leisure Services, re. student voting rights at Senate 
meetings; referred to Senate Executive Committee. 
V. REPORTS 
1 . Chair 
-Sick Leave Reporting 
-MOTION: 1990-91 Faculty 
REGULAR MEMBERS: 
Grievance Committee 
ALTERNATE MEMBERS: 
Jack Dugan 
Robert Jacobs 
Bill Vance 
(3 yrs) 
(2 yrs) 
(1 yr) 
Peter Gries ' C3 yrs l 
Zol tan Kramar ·· · (.2 yrs} 
Owen Dugmore (1 yr) 
-Motion to approve 1990-91 Faculty Senate Standing Commi~tees, Council of 
Faculty Representatives and Faculty Legislative Representative (see attached 
roster - page 3) 
-1990-91 Legislative Agenda (attached - page 15) 
2. Vice President for Business and Financial Affairs 
Courtney Jones: Biennial Budget Request (attachment - page 2) 
3 . Personnel Committee 
-Merit Award Process (report attached - page 4) 
4. Curriculum Committee 
-ucc Pages 1047-1049 
-Graduate level courses (see attached motion - page 5) 
5 . Code Committee 
-Proposed changes to Faculty Code (see attached - pages 6-12) 
6 . Budget Committee 
-Salary Distribution (see attached motion - page 14) 
7 . Academic Affairs Committee 
-Academic Forgiveness Policy (see attached motion - page 13) 
-Physical Education activities course limitations (see attached motion -
page 13) 
VI. OLD BUSINESS 
VII. NEW BUSINESS 
VII. ADJOURNMENT 
ELECTION OF 1990-91 STANDING COMMITTEE CHAIRS 
* * * NEXT REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING: October 10, 1990 * * * 
PLEASE PLAN ON SUSPENDING THE RULES AFTER 5:00 P.M. FOR AS LONG AS IT TAKES 
TO FINISH THE BUSINESS ON THE AGENDA SO THAT 
AN ADDITIONAL "SPECIAL" SENATE MEETING WILL NOT BE REQUIRED!! 
..... 
·' 
~-·\• 
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' 1990-91 FACULTY SENATE STANDING COMMITTEES 
SENATE EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 
Charles McGehee, Chair r--1 Patrick McLaughlin, Vice Chair 
Connie Roberts, Secretary 
Ken Gamon, At-large 
Jay Bachrach, At-large 
SENATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS 
+Peter Burkholder 
*Ken Hammond 
Gary Heesacker 
Jean Putnam 
*Willard Sperry 
Jennifer Fisher 
SENATE BUDGET COMMITTEE 
*Barry Donahue 
Wolfgang Franz 
+Ken Harsha 
Rosco Tolman 
*Rex Wirth 
SENATE CODE COMMITTEE 
Cathy Bertelson 
Russell Hansen 
*Deborah Medlar 
*Randall Wallace 
+Max Zwanziger 
COMMITTEE 
SENATE CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 
Jerry Hogan 
+Robert Jacobs 
*James Ponzetti 
*Warren Street 
Morris Uebelacker 
Jennifer Fisher 
SENATE PERSONNEL COMMITTEE 
Geoffrey Boers 
*Jim Hawkins 
+Patricia Maguire 
*Patrick Owens 
Libby Street 
Sociology 
Library 
BEAM 
Math 
Philosophy 
Philosophy 
Geography 
Accounting 
HPER 
Physics 
ASCWU/BOD 
Computer Science 
Economics 
BEAM 
Foreign Languages 
Political Science 
BEAM 
Sociology 
Accounting 
Education 
Psychology 
Library 
Political Science 
Home Economics 
Psychology 
Geography 
ASCWU/BOD 
Music 
Drama 
HPER 
Library 
Psychology 
COUNCIL OF FACULTY REPRESENTATIVES (CFR) 
Robert Benton, English (3 yrs) 
Erlice Killorn, HPER (2 yrs) 
*Ken Gamon, Math (1 yr) 
FACULTY LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE (FLR) 
Phll Backlund, Commun1cat1on 1988-1991 
Robert Wieking, IET 1991-1994 
'* Senator 
+ Alternate 
Student Alternate: ASCWU/BOD President 
Office: 
3-200.5 
3-1021 
3-1444 
3-2834 
3-1830 
3-1818 
3-1188 
3-3339 
3-1934 
3-2759 
3-1693 
3-1495 
3-3429 
3-1255 
3-1218 
3-1318 
3-2155 
3-2204 
3-1550 
3-1281 
3-3693 
3-1545 
3-2375 
3-3360 
3-3674 
3-2184 
3-1693 
3-1616 
3-1230 
3-1968 
3-1021 
3-3640 
Dept: 
3-1305 
3-1021 
3-2611 
3-2103 
3-1818 
3-1818 
3-1188 
3-3337 
3-1911 
3-2727 
3-1495 
3;.1955 
3-2611 
3-1218 
3~2408 
3-2611 
3-1305 
3-3339 
3-1461 
3-2681 
3-1545 
3-2408 
3-2766 
3-2381 
3-1188 
3-1216 
3-1766 
3-1314 
3-1021 
3-2381 
SCAN 721-7410 
3-1927 3-1911 
3-2834 3-2103 
3-1966 3-1066 
3-1756 3-3691 
(5/22/90) 
~- ~ ... ;; .. :.' 
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(Chair will take straw vote on items where no clear consensus 
exists.) 
MERIT PROCESS REVISION RECOMMENDATIONS 
1 . It is recommended that the Faculty Code, section 8.75B be 
modified to reguire a speci fic departmental review either by a 
Personnel Committee or a committee of the whole of merit 
candidates' Professional Records and other supporting material. 
This review shall occur in addition to that conducted by the 
department chair unless faculty hold an official election each 
year and vote not to do a separate review. 
2. Where the departmental faculty have established a Personnel 
Committee or a committee of the whole it shall submit a separate, 
rank-ordered list to the dean in addition to that submitted by 
t he department cha i r. --
3. It is recommended that the Faculty Code, section 8.75B2, be 
revised to require that chairs and Personnel Committees submit 
brief accomplishment summaries to accompany the rank-ordered list 
of recommended faculty members submitted to the deans. These 
summaries shall clearly demonstrate the faculty members' 
strengths in one of the two areas besides teaching effectiveness. 
4. Whether handled administratively or by Code revision, 
departmental criteria for merit should be printed and published 
on a regular basis. These should advise departmental faculty 
members in detail of the criteria and respective "weights" to be 
used in determining merit recommendations. 
5 . The period of time between award of merit and actual receipt of 
dollar increases should be reduced. If the salary increase will 
be effective in January, then the merit selection process should 
be conducted no sooner than the preceding October through 
December. 
6 . Those faculty members selected for merit by the Provost and whose 
names will be presented to the President and Board of Trustees 
should be notified of their selection by the Provost as quickly 
as possible after his receipt of the deans' recommendations. 
7 . The list of merit candidates approved by the Board of Trustees 
should be published with brief profiles of each recipient's 
accomplishments toward the merit recommendation. 
8. Finally, the committee recommends that a special, ad hoc 
committee be appointed next (1990-91) academic year to conduct a 
survey of other universities' methods and procedures regarding 
merit to ascertain whether there might be additional revisions 
made to improve Central's current process. 
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CURRICULUM COMMITTEE 
' In a letter on February 1, 1990 Don Schliesman, Dean of Undergraduate Studies, asked the 
Faculty Senate Curriculum Committee to develop a more complete description of the nature of 
graduate level courses for the purpose of curriculum proposal evaluation. The following 
pro.posal has been rev i ewed and approved by both Don Schliesman and Dale Comstock, Dean of 
Graduate Studies: 
MOTION: 
curr1culum Planning ~ Procedures, Page 10: 
4. Graduate courses (courses numbered 501 and above) 
a. Student preparation: 
Graduate courses are typically restricted to students who have a Bachelor's degree 
and who have formally been admitted to a graduate program of the University. Some 
courses may also require competitive admission to a departmental graduate program. 
Seniors amy enroll in graduate courses with the permission of the instructor and the 
department chair. Credit earned by seniors may meet either undergraduate or 
graduate program requirements, but not both. If the credit earned by a senior is to 
be applied to a graduate program, approval must be obtained from the Dean of 
Graduate Studies. 
Alternative preparation for graduate courses may include commpletion of an 
undergraduate major and general studies requirements, or a Bachelor's degree and 
professional experience in a related field. In these cases, specific preparatory 
coursework is often required. Graduate courses assume comfortable use of the 
terminology, knowledge-gathering methods, practical skills, and basic understandings 
of the discipline. Nearly all graduate students have a grade point average above 
3.0 for their last two undergraduate years, and, therefore, graduate courses should 
challenge the learning skills of these students. 
b. Course characteristics: 
Graduate curricula are usually more specialized than undergraduate curricula, 
focusing on a few academic or applied areas. Introductory courses and courses that 
can be approached by a student without extensive preparation are not appropriate to 
the graduate level. 
Graduate courses promote a teaching, research, and professional partnership between 
faculty and students. The capacity for independent professional work at an advanced 
level is almost always a goal of graduate classes, requiring a greater commitment of 
student time outside of class meetings than undergraduate classes. Sometimes the 
production of a graduate thesis or other independent production is the focus of one 
or more graduate courses. Graduate instruction places a greater burden on library, 
equipment, faculty, and administrative resources than undergraduate study. 
Curriculum proposals must recognize these special demands. 
* * * * * 
CURRENT Section of Curriculum Planning & Procedures, Page 10: 
4. Graduate courses (500, 600 and 700 level courses) 
Graduate courses are usually open only to graduate students who have been formally 
admitted to a graduate program of the University. Seniors may enroll in graduate 
courses with the approval of the instructor of the course and the department 
chairman. Credit earned in such courses may meet undergraduate or graduate program 
requirements, but not both. If the undergraduate wishes to designate the course for 
a graduate program requirement, approval must b.e obtained· from the Dean of Graduate 
Studies. 
Some upper-division courses may be applicable for an advanced degree at the 
University within limitations of general University requirements and the 
appropriateness of a course to a particular degree, but this does not change the 
level of the credit. 
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CODE COMMITTEE 
1.15 Procedure~~~ Faculty ~--Regular Procedure! 
(NEW] 
D. Senate and faculty action on amendment proposals originating with the faculty 
shall proceed as follows: 
3. The ~ode Committee shall return ~ proposed amendment to the Executive 
Comm1ttee of the Senate, wh1ch shall decide whether the amendment is a 
minor adjustment~! contrOVirsrar-issue deserving of ! public hearing • 
.U the matter .!.! Judged ~ be minor, the amendment propasal wdl proceed 
dlrectly ~ !h! Senate ~ act1on. The Senate may ~ ~ it or, ~! vate 
of lQ! of ·~ members present, remana-Tt !££ ~ hear1ng. 
If ~ Executive Committee decides ~ amendment should receive ! public 
hiar1ng, 1!he amendment praposal, accompanied by recommended changes by the 
Code. Committee, and at the same time notice of public hearing on such 
proposal before the Code Committee, shall be submitted to each faculty 
member in writing at least ten (10) calendar days of the academic year 
before said public hearing is to be held. With this natice a i.!.2.!Y form 
~be sent, ~be returned~ !!1! SenateOITice;'ithin .§. da~ be1ng 
~ out. on ~-yorm the faculty members may signify ~ desire !£ 
atten~islhear1n9 and shall allend their names so that tryey may be 
contactecr:- If hve or more reo es ~ recerved', thi'"heanng ~be ~ 
!! scheduled. If four £!. ~ replles ~ received, !b.! heann·g shall £!_ 
cancell.ed and the members af the Code Committee and the Chair of the Senate 
~ COnsUlt Wlth !h.! lntereilidfaCuty members tO recerve-t"heTr--
SUgestions ~opinions. 
After the public hearings ar consultations, the Code Committee shall report 
to the Faculty Senate. The-senate shall then consider the amendment 
proposal ~nd vate an it. If the proposed amendment passes the senate by a 
two-thirds majority, it shall then be submitted to the president, and be 
duly acted upon as in Section 1.15, Subsection F. 
RATIONALE: The procedure for amending the Code is cumbersome and time-consuming. 
Especially wasteful, in most years, is the time spent mailing, waiting for a 
hearing, finding a place, and then finding that no one comes to the hearing. 
However, the above winnowing process preserves the opportunity for a hearing at 
every step, while avoiding the necessity of holding a hearing if the matter is 
non-controversial or if no one wants to come. In (,3) above the Senate can 
always remand the matter for a hear"ing if it 'W'ishes to override the Executive 
Committee, but it is expected that this committee 'W'ill have a good 
understanding of what the faculty might wish to discuss. In (4) there is 
provision for a large hearing or a small and informal one for a few people. 
******************************************************************************************* 
8.80 Professional Growth 
DELETE ENTIRE SECTION MOTION NO. 2747 PASSED BY FACULTY SENATE ON MAY 16, 1990 
ELIMINATES PROFESSIONAL GROWTH AWARDS. 
DELETE ALL FACULTY CODE REFERENCES TO "PROFESSIONAL GROWTH• AND RANK OF "INSTRUCTOR•, AS 
FOLLOWS: --
Delete "Instructor:• 
2.10 Faculty--Defined, Section A.l., line 5 
4.20 Academic Rank--Defined, line 2 
4.30 Academic Rank--Minimum Qualifications, Section B.l.a. and B.l.b. 
4.40 Academic Rank--Limitations, Section E, line 2 
5.25 Acquisition of Tenure--Probationary Periods, Section B., line 1 
12.25 Grievance Procedure, Section A., line 4 
Delete "Professional Growth:• 
4.75 Special Appointments, Section C.2., line 2 
8.00-8.99 Delete from Seader 
8.65 Professional Improvement, Section B., line 2-3 
8.65 Professional Improvement, Section 0., line 2-3 
8.65 Professional Improvement, Section F., line 2 
****************************************************************************************** 
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8.85. Ad ~ Personnel Committees--~ Appointments ~ Assignments 
Ad hoc personnel committees shall be appointed Ar• ~~-~at the request of the 
faculty member to assist the provost and vice president for academic affairs-in--
judging faculty members who have joint assignments outside their respective 
departments or academic sections, and for those faculty members, usually called 
directors, who adminis_trate academTCceriters-Qr services (e.g., Academic Adv1s1ng, 
Safety EduciiTon, Academlc Skills and Extended Degree Centers l. Each ad hoc 
committee will consist of five (SJ-m8mbers of the faculty appointed by the provost 
and vice president for academic affairs. The committees shall consist of two (2) 
academic department chairs one of whom shall be from the faculty member's original 
department, and one other member of the person's original department. At least two 
of the remaining three members of the committee shall be knowledgeable in the 
fields in which the faculty member is assigned. 
The committee shall make recommendations regarding promotion (and tenure, retention 
and merit increases) for each assigned faculty member exactly as though it were 
their department. The ordinary administrative procedures regarding promotions 
shall be followed with respect to each ad hoc committee as though it were a 
department. 
RATIONALE: The section was originally produced during the worrisome days when the faculty 
was being cut back and reassigned. The section will do very well, with the 
addition of these lines about academic directors, as a means of judging them 
also. It is presently being used this way, but the language needs a broadening 
to include this new type of administrator. 
****************************************************************************************** 
9.95 Professor Emeritus Appointments 
NEW C. The Board of Trustees ·may posthumously grant the ~ of Emeritus Professor to 
IaeurtYJmembers decease during their !!!m of serv1ce to !h! Un1versity 1f the 
requirements !1 paragraphs A.l ~ ·~have been~ 
SECTION)-
RATIONALE: This comes from the office of the President and seems a nice idea. 
****************************************************************************************** 
15.30 Summer Salaries 
Unless otherwise provided in this code, the salaries for regular university faculty 
teaching at least twelve ~!t contact hours during the full summer session, in 
addition to their regular academic contract year, shall be at least 2/9ths of the 
salary for the previous academic contract year. Salary shall be prorated for a 
partial load based on hVid4k contact hours taught. (BT Motion 5932, 9/20/85] The 
~ •contact• here applies !£ regularly scheduled classes ~ laboratory contac_t __ 
hours. 
RATIONALE: It seems that people who teach laboratory classes in summer are usually paid 
about 5/12 of the normal salary. The code authorizes (7/20.B.l.a.(2)) a 
payment of 3/4 for laboratory classes. Changing the word •credit• to •contact• 
would result in a more equitable salary. We are aware that it might affect a 
number of teachers, but the percentage raise in each case would be small. We 
also feel that many who teach in the summer are underpaid for the work they do. 
In some cases, they do it as a service for their students. 
0 
****************************************************************************************** 
****************************************************************************************** 
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SCHOLARLY MISCONDUCT POLICY -- NEW SECTION 
SECTIONS 10.17 AND lO.lO.H. ARE NEW ADDITIONS TO THE CODE UNDER 
SECTION 10.00-10.99: DISCIPLINARY ACTION, DISMISSAL fQ! ~ 
THESE ADDITIONS TO THE CODE ARE BASED UPON THE "C.W.U. PROCEDURAL GUIDELINES FOR HANDLING 
ALLEGATIONS OF SCHOLARLY MISCONDUCT," AS APPROVED BY THE PRESIDENT'S COUNCIL ON 12/29/89 
AND DISTRIBUTED BY PRESIDENT GARRITY ON JANUARY 5, 1990. THE CROSSED-THROUGH AND 
UNDERLINED TEXT THAT FOLLOWS REFERS NOT TO CHANGES IN THE TEXT OF THE FACULTY CODE BUT TO 
CHANGES FROM THE APPROVED POLICY. ---
10.10 
[NEW] 
10.17 
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 
Disciplinary Actions and Policies 
H. Confidentiality: In all proceedings related to disciplinary actions it is 
important to preserve the confidentiality of the parties involved. It must be 
recognized that scholars' reputations are paramount to their caree rs, and 
serious consideration must be given before actions are taken that may impugn 
them. At the same time, those filing legitimate allegations i n good faith must 
be protected from reprisals. As in the procedure for allega tions filed under 
state RCW 42.40 (Whistle-Blower law), the identity of all persons filing 
allegati0ns of misconduct shall be kept confidential during all stages of the 
proceedings unless they consent to the release of their names. Similarly, 
those accused are entitled to have the proceedings handled in confidence. 
Scholarly Misconduct 
A. Definitions 
1. "Inquiry" means information gathering and fact finding to determine whether 
an allegation or apparent instance of misconduct warrants an investigation. 
2. "Investigation" means the formal examination and evaluation of all relevant 
facts to determine if misconduct has occurred. 
3. "Misconduct" means fabrication, falsification, plagiarism or other 
practices 1~1./il J.#N~UI:frt~J Jrf¥¢tMtif¢1>Atfr:l~'t..J.Itrt ¢/. ltf~~tAW! ;t#h~t.AW~ # 
¢f>lvfii~eM:I'#lM:Itl .t:IM'WMIW¢' ftN\il.aM/\ip{ ffi /t~/N'Y~Mttrt¢1 that seriously 
deviate from those that are commonly accepted within the scholarly 
community for proposing, conducting or reporting scholarly activities 
including research. It does not include honest error or differences in 
interpretation of data or in judgments. 
B. Receipt of Allegations and Inquiry 
1. All allegations of misconduct shall be made in writing and, regardless of 
where reported initially (e.g., department chair), shall be transmitted in 
strict confidence directly to the appropriate school or college dean. The 
dean shall take immediate and appropriate action as soon as misconduct is 
suspected or alleged including informing the Dean of Graduate Studies and 
Research. 
2. The school or college dean shall review the matter with the person raising 
the issue, and thereafter, inform in confidence the person accused that an 
allegation of misconduct has been made and provide that person a re-typed 
copy of the written allegation within 10 calendar days. The person so 
accused shall be given an opportunity tO re s pond within a reasonable period 
of time as specified by the dean. The de an may seek such advice as is 
necessary, including the University's Assistant Attorney General, to 
evaluate whether there is any validity to the allegation. Where possible, 
the dean shall encourage discus.sion and resolution of the allegation of 
misconduct by the department or appropriate other unit. 
3. This inquiry stage must be completed within 60 calendar days of its 
initiation. A written report shall be prepared by the dean that indicates 
what evidence was reviewed, summarizes relevant intervi ews, and includes 
the conclusions of the inquiry. The conclusions will include a 
determination whether to initiate an investigation. The individual(s) 
against whom the allegation was made shall be given a copy of the report 
and their comments may be made a part of the record. 
(continued) 
) 
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B. continued 
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4. If the school or college dean determines there is no basis to initiate an 
investigation, the person making the allegation, the accused, the Dean of 
Graduate Studies and Research, and others with knowledge of the allegation 
shall be so informed. A record of this action including sufficiently 
detailed documentation to permit a later assessment of the reasons for 
determining that an investigation was not warranted shall be filed with the 
Dean of Graduate Studies and Research. Such records shall be maintained in 
confidence, apart from faculty or administrative personnel records, for at 
least three years after the termination of the inquiry. 
5. Should the person bringing the allegation be dissatisfied with closure by 
the school or college dean, he or she may request the provost to review the 
matter. Should the provost concur with the dean, the matter will be 
closed. Should the provost not concur, he or she will advise the dean to 
initiate an investigation. 
C. Investigation 
1. If the school or college dean decides that the alleged violation and 
inquiry warrants an investigation, such investigation shall be undertaken 
within 30 days of the completion of the inquiry. The investigation 
normally will include examination of all documentation, including but not 
necessarily limited to relevant data, proposals, publications, 
correspondence, and memoranda of telephone calls. Whenever possible, 
interviews shall be conducted of all individuals involved either in making 
the allegation or against whom the allegation is made, as well as others 
who might have information regarding aspects of the allegations. Complete 
summaries of these interviews should be prepared, provided to the 
interviewed party for comment or revision, and included as part of the 
investigating file. 
2. The dean shall secure, at the institution's exoense, necessary and 
appropriate expertise-(e7g-.-,-d isl nteres ted scho lars of the field) to carry 
on a thorough and authoritative evaluation of the relevant information. 
All significant issues are to be pursued diligently. 
3. The person accused shall be enti t led to choose ~ faculty member to be his 
adVoca te in any lnvestigatTon . The adVocate would normally, but no t 
nec essariry , b e ~ peer from his own acad emic prog+am, depa rtme nt ££schoo l. 
4. The dean shall take precautions against real or apparent conflicts of 
interest of those involved. 
S. The dean shall prepare and maintain the documentation to substantiate the 
investigation's findings. The investigation should ordinarily be completed 
within 120 ca l e ndar days including conducting the investigation, preparing 
a report of f1neing s, making the report available for comment by the 
subjects of the investigation, and submitting the report to the Dean of 
Graduate Studies and Research. If the investigation results in the dean's 
determination there is no basis for the allegation, notifications will 
proceed as in the inquiry stage. If the results substantiate the 
allegation of misconduct, the dean will recommend appropriate sanctions to 
the provost in accordance with the Faculty Code (Sec. 10.10-10.35). or the 
Exempt Employees Code. Other sections of~ this f~~~ Code are also 
applicable where appropriate. ----
6. In either situation , the dean shall notify the Dean of Graduate Studies and 
Research of the outcome and provide documentation for use in state and 
federal reporting requirements. 
D. Unconfirmed Allegations 
The dean and other University personnel shall diligently and timely undertake 
efforts to restore the reputations of persons alleged to have engaged in 
misconduct when allegations are not confirmed, and also undertake diligent 
efforts to protect the positions and reputations of those persons who, in good 
faith, make allegations. 
(continued) 
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10.17 Scholarly Misconduct, continued 
E. Reporting 
1. The Dean of Graduate Studies and Research is the designated official of the 
University for reporting procedures to state and federal agencies on 
investigations. 
2. The inquiry report needs to be provided to the funding agency if grant or 
contract funds are involved. If an investigation is to proceed, agencies 
need to be notified immediately after the inquiry stage. If at any point 
in the process there is a reasonable indication of possible criminal 
violations, agencies must be notified within 24 hours. 
RATION~LE : While the Code has a section on disciplinary actions, scholarly misconduct 
l s not mentioned in it. We have understood the administration's need for haste in 
setting up a policy to satisfy the government, but we do feel that the Code would be 
incomplete without the incorporation of this matter. In section 10.10.A. the Code says 
that in disciplinary actions "all provisions of this Code shall be observed." We 
therefore concluded that scholarly misconduct should become part of the Code. We also 
think the faculty expects to find everything of special relevance to itself in this 
Code. In addition, we want to have a set of rules which are not subject to change 
without our knowledge. 
After some discussion, we concluded that the administration's "Procedural 
Guidelines for Handling Allegations of Scholarly Miscondcut" should be incoporated 
verbatim, with the exceptions noted below. We have proposed a new section: 10.17. 
Specific changes: 
1. We suggest moving the statement on confidentiality forward to section 10.10, which 
is about general procedures in disciplinary cases. The Code presently has no 
statement of confidentiality, and this seems like the appropriate place, especially 
since confidentiality has become a matter of legal rights. We have extended 
confidentiality to all stages of the proceedings. 
We also use the plural form in this paragraph to avoid the he/she locution. 
2. We numbered and lettered the paragraphs to follow the Code format. 
3. Suggest deleting from A.3 (the definition) the parenthetical material: "(e.g., 
intentional misrepresentation of credentials, violations of confidentiality, 
deliberate violation of regulations)." Intentional misrepresentation of credentials 
and deliberate violation of regulations are already covered in 10.15 and 10.25, and 
we propose adding confidentiality to 10.10. 
Also, we understand the phrase "scholarly misconduct• to mean precisely that, 
and not every kind of misconduct by scholars, which would be "scholars' misconduct." 
The government appeared to be concerned specifically about misconduct in research. 
Furthermore, since the results are to be reported to the Dean of Graduate Studies, 
it is clear that graduate research must be the area of scholarly misconduct (or 
dishonesty) we are dealing with here. 
4. Suggest adding "within 10 days" to 8.1.2., to agree with 10.10.8., already in the 
Code. 
5. Suggest adding a faculty member as advocate or advisor for the accused person. One 
of the principles of academic life is peer review. However, since it is difficult 
to maintain confidentiality with a committee, we propose this as a compromise. 
6. Find that the introduction is not necessary. 
7 . Made a few small editorial changes. 
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FAMILY LEAVE POLICY -- NEW SECTION 
SECTIONS 9.72, 9.73 AND 9.74 ARE NEW ADDITIONS TO THE CODE 
UNDER SECTION 9.00-9.99: ~~RETIREMENT 
Page ll 
[Since this is all new text, underlining has not been observed so that the proposals will 
be more easily readable) 
9.72 Family Leave--Definition 
Family leave as provided in this Faculty Code is leave that entitles eligible 
faculty members to the benefits of salary, and to retention of status as faculty 
members, for prescribed lengths of time. Family leave means leave from employment 
to care for a newly born or newly adoped child under the age of ten (10) or for a 
terminally ill child under eighteen (18) years of age or a spouse with a terminal 
health condition. 
9.73 Family ~--Eligibility 
All faculty members as defined in Section 2.10 of the Faculty Code shall be 
eligible to receive family leave, subject to the following limitations and 
exceptions. 
A. Faculty members with appointments for one (1) academic year or less (e.g., 
visiting faculty members or "term appointments") and faculty members with less 
than full-time appointment (e.g,, half-time) are not eligible to receive family 
leave benefits. 
B. If both parents of a newly born, newly adopted, or terminally ill child are 
eligible faculty as defined in this section 9.73, the parents shall receive 
collectively only so much leave as a family with one eligible faculty member 
would receive. Leave may be granted to only one (1) parent at a time. 
c. Faculty members generally shall be eligible for family leave only when they are 
on the payroll or would have been on the payroll ·but for the famil y leave, and 
faculty members who require family leave during a time when they are 
temporarily off the payroll shall begin to receive benefits from the time when 
they would have been placed again on th·e payroll. 
D. The university shall have the prerogative, at its expense, of verifying the 
birth of a child, the legally authorized placement of a child to be adopted in 
the home, the terminally ill condition and age of a child under eighteen (18), 
or the terminal health condition of a spouse. 
E. Family leave with benefits to care for a newly born or adopted child shall be 
completed within twenty four (24) week ~! after the birth or placement for 
adoption. 
F. A faculty member is entitled to family leave with benefits only once for any 
given child or spouse. 
G. The family leave defined in section 9.72 of the Faculty Code is in addition to 
any leave for sickness or disability because of pregnancy or childbirth. 
9.74 Family Leave--Special Conditions 
A. Faculty members shall provide notice in advance of the time of family leave as 
follows: 
1. If family leave for purposes of caring for a newly born or adopted child is 
foreseeable, the faculty member shall provide the school dean with written 
notice as soon as possible , but at least th i rty (30) days in advance of the 
expected leave, and shall make a reasonable effort to g i ve notice and 
schedule the leave so as not to disurupt the operations of the university. 
2. If family leave for purposes of caring for a terminally ill child or spouse 
is foreseeable, the faculty member shall provide the school dean with 
notice at least fourteen (14) days in advance of the expected leave and 
shall make a reasonable effort to give notice and schedule the leave so as 
not to disrupt the operations of the university. 
(continued) 
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9.74 Famill ~--Special Conditions, continued 
A. continued 
3. If the need for family leave is not foreseeable for the required period 
before the leave is to take place, the faculty member shall notify the 
school dean of the expected leave as soon as possible~ but at least within 
one (1) working day of the beginning of the leave. 
B. The university has the option to cancel the classes of the faculty member on 
family leave. 
c. The university may provide for adequate and properly compensated susbstitutes 
from outside the university or the department to take the place of the faculty 
member during the period of family leave. When the provision of a substitute 
from outisde the university or the department is not possible, colleagues may 
assume the work load gratis up to a period of ten (10) working days. After 
this, the university shall, when funds permit, compensate colleagues who agree 
to carry the load. 
9.75 Family Leave--Benefits 
Family leave benefits shall be as follows: 
A. For faculty members with tenure, ranked administrators and probationary 
appointees: 
·1. the first twelve (12) calendar weeks with retention of full employment 
status and with full regular monthly salary payments; and 
2. the next twelve (12) calendar weeks with retention of full employment 
status and with one-half (1/2) of the full regular monthly salary payments; 
and 
,3. the next ten- (lG·) calendar months with retention of full employment status 
and no salary, or part-time employment mutually agreed upon by the 
department and the faculty member, with retention of full employment status 
and proportional salary. 
B. ForArlon-tenure track faculty member appointments and non-ranked administrators: 
c. 
RATIONALE: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
1. the first twelve (12) calendar weeks with full regular monthly salary 
payments; 
2. twelve (12) calendar weeks with one-half of the full regular monthly salary 
payments. 
The retention of full employment status extends only to the expiration of the 
term of appointment unless extended by the Board of Trustees. Benefits do not 
extend to faculty members defined in Section 9.73.A. 
These new Code provisions basically implement the existing family leave law 
covering state employees (RCW Chapter 49.78), except that the new c.w.u. 
provisions would ~: 
!aid -family uleave (optional under R. C. W~ 49. 78) ·; 
ly leave eligibility for adoptive parents of children through the age of l£ 
at time of adoption (R.c.w. 49.78 covers adoptions through age 5); 
family leave eligibility in the event of terminal illness of ~ spouse or a 
child under age 18 (R.C.W. 49.78 covers only terminal ilness of a child under 
18). 
The Code Committee feels that the proposed section would bring c.w.u. in line 
with progressive trends in the U.S. as to family and child care as well as in 
line with existing family leave programs in Western European countries. The 
Code Committee's family leave provisions would also procedurally implement 
current informal policies of the university administration in support of 
pregnant faculty members, policies of the administration for which we find much 
support among the facuity. 
****************************************************************************************** 
****************************************************************************************** 
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ACADEMIC FORGIVENESS POLICY: On January 31, 1990 Don Schliesman, Dean of 
Undergraduate Studies transmitted action taken by the Undergraduate Council on 
December 5, 1989 approving a policy of academic forgiveness. He noted that "there 
have been quite a few cases in which students have returned to study after extended 
absence with a marked change in attitude and behavior. Most of the time these 
students demonstrate much greater success in their studies than they did the 
first time around. Major groups of students falling into this category are military 
veterans and other adult students returning to complete degree programs ••• Policies 
like the one being proposed currently exist at Western Washington University, 
Eastern Washington University, Seattle University and several other institutions in 
Washington." 
MOTION #1: ACADEMIC FORGIVENESS POLICY 
Former undergraduate students who return to Central after an absence of five or more 
years and whose previous cumulative grade point average was below 2.00 may petition 
the Dean of Undergraduate Studies for academic forgiveness. 
Academic forgiveness may be granted once and the student admitted in good standing 
if the following conditions are met: 
1. At least five years have elapsed since the student's last attendance. 
2 . There is documented evidence that there has been a significant change in the 
student's life that would indicate that the student would very likely 
succeed if reinstated. 
If academic forgiveness is granted, the previous credits and grades will remain in 
the student's record, however the grade point average will be suppressed and the 
student will be admitted in good standing. The cumulative grade point average will 
include all grades for all courses UNLESS the student has earned at least a 3.00 gpa 
in 45 credits since returning, in which case ONLY the grades earned since 
reinstatement will be used in computing the cumulative grade point average. 
The forgivenss policy does not extend to calculating grade point averages of majors. 
Effective with the 1991-93 catalog. 
*************************************************************************************** 
LIMITATION ON PHYSICAL EDUCATION ACTIVITIES COURSES: 
On May 7, 1990, Don Schliesman, Dean of Undergraduate Studies reported that the 
Undergraduate Council passed a motion on May 1, 1990 limiting the number of physical 
education credits to be counted toward graduate requirements: "The main reason for this 
action was the Council members' belief that it is inappropriate to have a large number 
of credits earned in physical education activities allowed toward meeting degree 
requirements. They believe that students should be directed into more academic courses, 
even for the elective portion of their degree study. Based on a random survey of the 
academic records of about 1400 seniors, 11% of the native students and 4.8% of the 
transger students earned in excess of six credits in activity courses." 
MOTION #2 -- LIMITATION OF P.E. ACTIVITY COURSES 
Limit the number of physical education activity courses, exclusive of varsity 
athletics and requirements for the Physical Education major, which may be counted as 
part of the 180 credits required for graduation with a baccalaureate to a maximum of 
six (6) credits. Effective with the 1991-93 catalog. 
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The Faculty Senate recommend• that the distribution of funds appropriated by the 
legislature for a 6.4, salary increase effective January 1, 1991 occur aa follows: 
1) A St cost of living increase be added to each faculty member's salary as 
converted to the new aalary seale passed by the Faculty Senate on May 16, 1990. 
See the conversion chart accompanying Motion No. 2747 passed by the Senate on May 16, 1990. 
2) Total merit awards shall not exceed 1.4, of the salary increase appropriated by 
the legislature. Merit awards shall be added to a faculty member's converted 
salary step. 
CONVERSION CHART 
Effect of aovin9 to neareat 1tep on Propoaed S•lary Scale + S' (baaed on acadaatc year) 
C'urrent Current New ff•w S•lary Do11&r St•(! S. l acl Shi! + 5\ Cha~e 
t 21257 1 25200 3943 
10 21959 I 25200 32U 
11 2266) 1 25200 25l7 
12 23316 1 25200 1114 
1l 24134 1 25200 IOU 
14 24113 2 25956 1073 
15 25654 3 26735 lOll 
16 26450 4 27536 1016 17 27269 s 21lU IOU 
11 21011 
' 
2t214 1126 
lt 21931 7 30090 1159 
20 2t7tt I 30993 1194 
21 30692 
' 
3U22 1230 
22 31614 10 32111 1261 
23 32529 11 Jll67 1331 
24 33472 12 lUll 1411 
25 34444 ll 35929 1415 
26 35443 l4 37007 1564 
27 36469 15 31117 lUI 
21 37527 )6 39211 1734 
29 31511 11 404lt 1111 
30 39600 II 4U51 2051 
ll 40767 u 42901 2ll4 
32 4UIO 20 44111 2271 
]] 43014 21 45514 2430 
34 44219 22 46119 2590 
35 45511 23 41:215 2754 36 46759 24 49734 2975 
37 41023 24 4t134 1111 
31 49311 25 51221 ItO I 
lt 50650 21 527U 2114 
40 52011 31 54341 2321 
I 
I 
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THE 1991 CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
FACULTY LEGISLATIVE AGENDA 
1 . The CWU faculty strongly supports increased access to higher 
education for deserving students in Washington State. Therefore, 
it requests the Washington legislature to lift the enrollment 
lids at Central and other comprehensive universities. Central 
serves both the region of Central Washington -- from Omak to 
Goldendale -- and the State. About 70% of our students are 
homebased in the Seattle-Tacoma area. Lifting the enrollment lid 
would enhance the university's mission to serve the higher 
education needs of Washington State. 
2. The CWU faculty requests the legislature to continue support for 
the university's degree-granting centers in the Puget Sound area. 
CWU has offered off-campus instruction for more than half a 
century, and its centers in the Puget Sound region serve 
placebound students with needed programs. Waiting lists exist 
for entrance to these programs, which, because they use existing 
facilities, cost the state less than the construction and 
maintenance of new campuses. 
3. The CWU faculty underscores the need for the appropriation of 
monies for equipment in the natural sciences. The natural 
sciences will increasingly be a field of opportunity for young 
people and will continue to be an important part of the general 
education of all CWU students. Rapid advances in the sciences 
necessitate the constant updating of equipment in order to 
educate graduates in the most current knowledge and scientific 
methods. Because the state benefits in the long term from the 
education of scientists the legislature should assume the 
responsibility for the full funding of necessary equipment. 
4. The CWU faculty commends the legislature for increasing faculty 
salaries for the biennium 1989-91. If Washington state intends 
to maintain a high quality of higher education, increased faculty 
salaries must remain on the legislative agenda given the merging 
shortage of suitable instructors and the keen competition with 
other states' universities. 
5 . Central Washington University prides itself on the continued 
excellence and consistent improvement of its teacher education 
curricula. These programs will become even more vital to the 
state and the university as teachers fulfill the requirement to 
obtain a master's degree. The CWU faculty urges the legislature 
to grant increased funding for the innovative Master's Degree in 
Teaching developed by the university. 
6 . The CWU faculty requests that the Washington State legislature 
re-examine graduate tuition rates at Central and other 
comprehensive universities. In 1989, graduate tuition rates at 
those institutions were raised by 33%, creating hardships for 
graduate students. Central has a range of useful graduate 
programs; they should not be priced above the means of students. 
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Central 
Washington 
University 
Leisure Services 
Ellensburg, Washington 98926 
(509) 963-1314 
May 22, 1990 
To: 
From: 
Subject: 
Dr. Bev Heckart, President y 
C.W.U. Faculty Senate and 
Senate Executive Committee ~·t) 
Bill Vance, Associate Professor 
Director, Leisure Services Program 
Policy on student voting rights/faculty senate meetings 
I am writing because of a concern I have regarding student voting 
rights during faculty senate meetings. 
I noticed that during vote-taking at the last (May 16th) session 
on the matter involving the new salary schedule that all three 
students voted in favor of the motion. While their participation 
did not affect the decision in this particular case, it is evident 
that in a close vote, students could quite literally be the deter-
mining factor in matters that impact on faculty for the balance of 
their careers, and in/on some fairly important issues. 
It is my feeling that consideration should be given to establishing 
guidelines for separating out issues on which the student 
representatives may have, or not have, voting rights. 
Whether a code revision is made, or we opt to have the senate 
president decide in what cases student participation in voting is 
appropriate, I be 1 i eve measures shou 1 d be taken to avoid the 
possibility of students being the determining factor(s) in critical 
voting situations impacting on faculty salaries and other such 
po 1 i c i es. 
Thanks for your consideration. 
Department of Physical Education. Health & Leisure Services 
TO: 
FROM: 
DATE: 
RE: 
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
Ellensburg, Washington 98926 
Beverly Heckart, Chair 
Faculty Senate 
Ken Hammond, Chair 
Affirmative Action/Equal Employment Opportunity/Title IX 
Senate Academic Affairs Committee 
May 22, 1990 
Course Grading Practices 
In reference to your January 25, 1990 memo (and Anne Denman's 
January 19, 1990 memo) concerning course grading practices, the 
Academic Affairs Committee does not wish to make a motion on 
this subject. 
Although it was agreed that course grading practices should be 
made known to students at the beginning of the class, the 
consensus of the Academic Affairs Committee is that grading 
should remain the province of the individual faculty member. 
c: Anne Denman, Interim Associate Dean, CLAS 
sft 
Central 
Washington 
University Ellensburg, \\'asl1ington 98926 
TO: FACULTY SENATE ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE: 
Ken Hammond (Chair), Geography 
Kelton Knight, Foreign Languages 
Jean Putnam, HPER 
Don Ringe, Geology 
Philip Tolin, Psychology 
Don Hendrixson (Student), ASCWU/BOD 
FROM: Beverly Heckart, Chair 
Faculty Senate 
DATE: January 25, 1990 
RE: Course Grading Practices 
Attached is a memorandum from Anne Denman concerning grading 
practices. The Senate Executive Committee has discussed this 
issue and would appreciate your comments on our ideas before 
sending a response to Anne. 
While recognizing that grading systems vary wildly across 
campus, the Executive Committee would like to preserve as much 
freedom for faculty members as possible. The Executive 
Committee, however, thinks that faculty members have a duty to 
devise a consistent system and to explain it adequately to their 
students. In the case of Professor Z this requirement seems to 
have been met; the only difficulty is that the point system does 
not exactly conform to the catalogue. Professors do not have 
the right to change arbitrarily the expectations concerning 
grading outlined in the catalogue. 
Professor A's system clearly deviates from the catalogue's text. 
For some time, we have regarded the catalogue as a "contract" 
with the student; it's a wonder no one has sued us because of 
Professor A. 
Students who feel aggrieved by any particular system always have 
the right to resort to the Board of Academic Appeals. For the 
Executive Committee at the moment, that appears to be an 
adequate ongoing forum for the student-faculty discussions of 
grading sytems. 
Does the Academic Affairs Committee have differing or additional 
ideas concerning this matter? Is there a need to make a public 
pronouncement in a report to the Senate? 
Central 
Washington 
University 
MEMORANDUM 
Office of the Dean 
College of Letters. ;\rls and Sciences 
Ellensburg. Washington 98!-l26 
(509) 963-1858 
TO: Faculty Senate Executive Committee ~ 
FROM: Anne Denman, Interim Associate Dean, CLAS~ 
DATE: January 19, 1989 
RE: Grading Practice 
Because of situations that have arisen during my tenure as Chair 
of Anthropology and in the CLAS Dean's office, I think it may be 
time for a renewed discussion about alternative grading 
practices. On the one hand, I'm not sure we, as faculty, are 
aware of the range and implications of grading systems available 
to us; on the other hand, I suspect the university as a whole 
knows little about the varied systems in use by faculty. 
The only place I know of where University grading policy is 
stated, is in the catalog (currently pages 24-25). But 
there appears to be substantial variation in the application of 
these policies. Here are two hypothetical examples, based on 
real cases. The grades awarded in both cases were probably 
legally correct, since the grading systems had been clearly 
communicated to the students at the beginning of the quarter. 
The students did not think the grades were "fair"; what do you 
think? 
Professor A announced at the beginning of class that she does not 
give pluses and minuses. Grading is based on a numerical scale 
of points for each of five tests, with total possible points 
being 900 (A=Bl0-900, 8=720-809, C=630-719, etc.). Henry Smith 
received 802 points on his five tests. Because the catalog 
indicates that pluses and minuses are awarded at Central, and 
because his point total is so close to the A range, he believes 
he should receive a B+ in the class. He is majoring in a field 
in which there is keen competition for graduate school admission, 
and he feels that his G.P.A. should reflect his relative 
achievements. 
Professor z gives pluses and minuses. Some of the grades given 
in his class are based on point scores, converted to grades; in 
other cases only letter grades are given. At the end of the 
class, all letter grades are converted to a G.P.A. scale for 
determination of the final grade. Jenny Smith (no relation to 
Henry) received a B+ on one project (20%), an A on another 
project (10%), and an A- on other components of the grade (70%). 
Jenny Smith's total points are 3.65, according to the system by 
which z calculates grades. He uses the catalog scale 
for translating grades to grade points, and awards 
final grades assuming that A=4.0, A-=3.7 to 3.9, B+=3.3 to 3.69, 
etc. Ms. Smith receives a B+, even though the majority of her 
grades have been A- or A; she doesn't consider this fair or 
reasonable. 
I think discussion and reappraisal of our present grading system 
is warranted. GPA-based competition for awards, scholarships, 
and entrance to graduate/professional schools is fierce. Faculty 
are obviously using a variety of standards for translation 
between number grades, letter grades and grade points. I am not 
sure I'm in favor of moving to a different system (e.g. OW awards 
final grades only in grade points), but I believe faculty-student 
discussion of grading systems, increasing faculty awareness of 
alternatives, and perhaps a revised catalog statement, would be 
desirable. Possible ways to start might be to circulate examples 
like these for discussion, or have a student-faculty forum 
focussed on grading issues. 
pc: Dean Schliesman 
Provost Edington 
Central 
Washington 
University 
April 27, 1990 
Beverly A. Heckart, President 
Faculty Senate 
CYU Campus 
Dear Beverly: 
Hisrory Deparlmcnl 
Shaw/Snwser 101 
Ellensbur~. Washinglon 98926 
(509) 963-1655 
The purpose of this letter is to bring to your attention a problem created by a 
recent decision of the Faculty Senate. This has to do with the new policy of 
preemptive withdrawals. Until this quarter three marginal students have used 
this means to drop out of my classes after doing substandard work on an 
examination. Not one of these students had the kindness to tell me. If they do 
not, this can disrupt seriously the attempt to administer make up examinations. 
In the future it will become necessary to use a draconian policy of giving these 
tests only in the week before finals. 
However, the worst possible sequence of events has taken place in my History 103 
survey. I have just given the first hour examination. Two students who did 
passing work on this test immediately responded with preemptive withdrawals. 
These were students who, instead of learning mature responses to academic 
difficulties, will continue to harbor the high school syndrome of easy escape. 
This will do nothing to help prepare them for the real world of facing up to 
problems. 
Much worse has now taken place, however. Three students who are listed with the 
Registrar as being enrolled in my class did not take the exam. One called me 
before aQd reported being sick. This student now wants to take the make up. I 
do not know if the other two plan to drop the course before Hay 4. I will not 
write three exams for three different students. The student who was ill is 
ready to take the exam. I would like to get it out of the way. I went to the 
Registrar's Office and they promised to investigate the absent students. 
This has caused the situation to become terribly complicated. I write this 
letter to request that the Faculty Senate go back to the drawing board in this 
matter. One of the possible solutions would be mandatory reporting to 
instructor for signature before using the preemptive withdrawal. Another would 
be to allow an instructor to drop students from the rolls when they miss an 
examination without trying to make contact, say, within a week of the 
administering of the examination. 
I have already written a letter to the Registrar requesting that all instructors 
be notified at once of withdrawals, but it was not deemed worthy of reply. 
Thanking you for your consideration in this matter, I remain 
Sincerely yours, 
~CZJ: ~Ct'~ 
6 ames F. Brennan 
Professor of History 
kjs 
Central 
Washington 
University 
May 25, 1990 
Marco Bicchieri 
Anthropology 
Central Washington University 
Campus 
Dear Marco: 
Facully Senale 
13ouillon 240 
Ellensburg, Washlnglon 98926 
(509) 963·3231 
The Executive Committee of the c.w.u. Faculty Senate 
respectfully declines to place your motion of a vote of 
no-confidence in both president and provost on the agenda of the 
next Senate meeting. Such a motion is a very serious 
undertaking under any circumstance, and the groundwork for the 
necessary consensus should be very carefully laid. The Senate 
Executive Committee possesses no evidence that Senators have 
been thoroughly prepared for such a vote. Further, the 
Executive Committee believes that any precipitous action in the 
Senate would damage the faculty, the Senate and the university 
in the future. 
' ;1/c.i~ 
eckart, Chair 
Senate 
c: Senate Executive Committee Members 
BH:sft 
' ..
Central 
Washington 
University 
May 23, 1990 
Dr. Beverly Heckart 
Chair, Faculty Senate 
Dear Or. Heckart, 
Depanment or Anthropology 
and Museum 
Anthropology-Sociology Building 
Ellensburg. Washington 98926 
(5091 963·3201 
Please help me get this motion to the floor of the Faculty Senate before the end 
of this academic year. This is a matter of life-death as to the very essence of 
CWU. I do not need to tell you, or anybody else at Central, that we are an 
academically very sick institution and pervaded with despair. Whatever the 
result of our (my) action inaction must not be an alternative!! Where there is a 
will there is a way, we must have a-will~ Tt•s-part of the Senate 
responsibility {6/17/88, page 8, Sctn. 3.00-3.99 3.10 c.) to act on such matters 
as this. Let's not wiggle out!! •Robber Rules• or not. Maybe we are already so 
diseased that we would rather turn our heads and disappear in the fog of 
indifference; I watched it 1n the Europe of Pre-World War II ... no thank you! 
Please!! Let not either indifference and/or 'verbiage' destroy us. Central 
'was' a good institution. If we are to sink let's do it with pride! 
I thank you, 
Marco G. 
• 
' 
-· 
FROM: M. G. Bicchieri (•Distinguished" Professor of Anthropology) 
DATE: May 21, 1990 
MOTION: MOVE THAT, IN ORDER TO FAVOR THE REBIRTH OF THIS INSTITUTION AS A 
CIVILIZED SEAT OF HIGHER EDUCATION, THE SENATE SEEK A NO-CONFIDENCE VOTE FOR THE 
CWU ADMINISTRATIVE LEADERSHIP, PRESIDENT AND PROVOST, AND ASK FOR THEIR 
RESIGNATION. 
RATIONALE 
I am aware of the limited and diminishing 'political' powers of an individual CWU 
faculty member. But, in order to preserve my academic and human dignity, I must 
voice my distress at the choking, bureaucratic, rude, arrogant, non-academic, and 
non-quality administrative processes that permeate and degrade CWU. Whether this 
condition derives from ignorance and/or malice the result is anti-intellectualism 
which is nefarious to all of us as members of an institution of "higher 
education!" I state my belief because I must live with myself and because I have 
invested too much in CWU to watch silently while it is destroyed. I ask that 
others in the CWU faculty join me in forceful and unrelenting protest, so that we 
may cleanse and redirect 'our' once excellent institut ion. 
The list of what I consider to be philosophical and operational abuses 1s long 
and varied and has resulted in the loss of CWU's nationwide recognition as an 
outstanding liberal arts university which it enjoyed a decade ago as a result of 
the drive toward academic excellence begun in the 60s and 70s. 
Little needs to be said other than to compare and contrast the President's 
circular of Dec. 2, 1987 bragging about CWU's recognition as one of the best 
liberal arts universities west of the Mississippi (ref. to U.S. News and World 
Report Nov. 1983) and the U.S. News and World Report Oct. 16, 1989, showing that 
CWU had disappeared, not even being mentioned among quality institutions in the 
West. President: silent! Parenthetically, the report of the N.W.A.S.C. (Oct. 
24-27, 1989, pp. 4-5) suggested that in spite of administrative lack of concern 
with communication with and reward of academicians, a strong and dedicated 
faculty had maintained a decent academic standing. 
"Managerial" actions associated with these negative trends are, for example: 
1) A shift from quality to quantity (how many not how good/educational). 
2) Academic support functions (physical plant, space utilization, scheduling, 
etc .•• ) metamorphosed into self-driven functions with little regard for the 
educational-academic phases of CWU. 
3) Liberal Arts get a reduced portion of the resources as the vocational 
components of this institution, important as they are, squeeze out the more 
academically oriented components. 
4) Administration decision making becoming concentrated at the top with the 
Deans and Chairs--the traditional academic influence and liaisons--de facto 
powerless, with advising, policy making and implementing put in the hands of a 
glorified (titles that don't quit!!) bureaucracy. · 
5) Participation by academicians in decision making, if sought at all, is 
orchestrated in time and space so as to prevent intelligent input and in a manner 
that suggests: a) the matter is "insignificant" because it can be dealt with in 
a few minutes, b) only bureaucrats do 'real' work while the faculty drop-in 
occasionally for purely social reasons and have all kinds of time for responding 
to an increasing plethora of paper-work; c) administrators, having made the 
decisions, do not care about faculty input. 
6) The faculty, the primary component of any institution of higher education, 
are handled as populational lumps; this administration treats the intellectual 
and curricular producers of mind-opening education and developers of the future 
keepers of our democracy as incidentals, the way generals treat foot soldiers. 
The class I belong to, "obsolete oldies," is viewed as a demographic block, a 
programmatic nuisance, to be encapsulated, eased off and replaced with a more 
profitable, not necessarily academic, line of merchandise. The singling out and 
mistreatment of this group smells of biologically based discrimination and a 
university should be the one place where the only discrimination should be based 
on academic performance. 
The list can easily be extended as this administration does not bother to use 
diplomacy to mask behavior offensive to self-respecting professionals. This 
administration is rude, crude, and arrogant and does un-academic things that 
should not be tolerated in this or any university. Let me exemplify via a couple 
of instances as they occurred to me: 
1) my request to present a motion to the senate (3-16-83) to oppose 
administrative insertion in the code of the "progran111atic exigency• clause, 
turned into a Senate-Chair cum CWU-President "ambush" when without any warning to 
me, the President (who had been told beforehand of my intended motion by the 
Senate Chair) was given the floor first and attacked my motion before I had a 
chance to present it to and discuss it with my colleagues!! 
2) my letter to the Board of Trustees (8-3-88) protesting the mistreatment of my 
age/academic group as to professional growth monies, was treated with unmasked 
disdain, made to go through the President's office, never addressed as a 
legitimate concern, not even acknowledged as having reached the Board of 
Trustees. 
I've been at Central a long time. I have made a measurable contribution to our 
university as a nationally and internationally recognized member of my discipline 
and as an educator. I'm humiliated and angered by the un-academic and 
crude/arrogant tenor of this administration. Self-interest, benefit/cost 
priorities not the quality of education are rationalized by Central's 
administrat ion, and by some of us, into goals. Only the uncommon strength of the 
CWU faculty has aTTowed us to maintain what we now have. I believe there is 
little time left before intellectual output and quality education at CWU totally 
atrophy. Let's be counted, let's not lose our educational ideals to 
indifference. Do not let the administrative "dividet et ernperat" Machiavellian 
"style" fool you; such "style," whi1e acceptable when managing a herd, is lethal 
among 'civilized' people, in and outside higher education, and has made CWU much 
less of a Liberal Arts University. I have had my say, now you must have yours 
even if only to turn down my motion. Give t~is motion prompt attention. This is 
not a personal attack, .it is a cry of recognition for tough times and its 
corollary that "in tempora diluviorum omnia struntia navigant." Central as an 
academic institution is moribund, our best chance is through renewal--drastic 
change that we may begin the healing process immediately without acrimony. 
Please care and act! 
Central 
Washington 
University 
l~uulhHI ~411 
Llk'll..,lt\lfM. \\,1-..lllti~ICNI tH:iU..!lJ 
May 2S, lUO 
Marco Bicchieri 
Anthropology 
Central Washington University 
Campus 
• Dear Marco a 
The Executive Committee of the c.w.u. Faculty Senate 
respectfully declines to place your motion of a vote of 
no-confidence in both president and provost on the agenda of the 
next Senate meeting. Such a motion is a very serious 
undertaking under any circumstance, and the groundwork for the 
necessary consensus should be very carefully laid. The Senate 
Executive Committee possesses no evidence that Senators have 
been thoroughly prepared for such a vote. Further, the 
Executive Committee believes that any precipitous action in the 
Senate would damage the faculty, the Senate and the university 
in the future. 
~erel , y{fcv1 
Beverly eckart, Chair 
Facult Senate 
il 
c1 Senate Executive Committee Members 
BHuft 
May 10·. 1990 
Dr. Beverly Heckart. Chair of Faculty Senate 
Executive Committee ..._bers. Faculty Senate 
Dear Beverly and Faculty Senate Executive Committee Members: 
Thank you for yours of 25th ultimo. You took a very disappointing but not 
surprising position. We agree as to the serious nature of this matter. 
There is nothing precipitous about this situation which you wish not to 
pursue and l feel not pursuin9 it is the last nail in the coffin of liberal 
arts at CWU. It is standard at Central to first ignore all signs of 
problems because they are too small and then later because they are too big. 
The burden of proof is on the injured and their representatives turn into 
accusing barriers. The Senate is not a tribunal or court of appeal but 
rather a forum to air concerns and academic ideas. Damage to faculty, 
senate, CWU?? Really!! I think my letter ts clear and to the point as to 
allow 'live faculty' to respond. 
Please consider my motion an open document for all to see. 
intellectually satisfied wtth my position. What sad times! 
111ores. 
All thebes~: 
Marco G. Bicchiert 
Professor 
I am morally and 
Oh tempora. oh 
/ ' 
-
April 19, 1990 
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CURRICULUM PROPOSALS APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY 
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE AND FORWARDED TO THE SENATE 
HEALTH EDUCATION 
COURSE ADDITION 
HED 422. Methods for Health Promotion (4). Prerequisites, BED 101 and 
BED 230 or permission of instructor. 
INDUSTRIAL AND ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY 
COURSE ADDITION 
CMGT 344. Advanced Construction Estimating (4). Prerequisite, CMGT 
343. Advanced quantity surveying and bid preparation for general 
construction. 
PROGRAM CHANGE 
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()l.fGT 499, Sem.IJ:wlt ....................................... e 
u;M 886, OccupatJona.l Sal'ctJIDd Health ..••..•.••.•.••••. 8 
MAnf 180. TechnJca.l Math 01 
MATH 16S.1,Pre-CAkuluaMathcmatJcd ................ & i 
MA nf 170, lntuJUn c.lcuJue 01 
MA1li 311, StauatJcaJ Coocepta and Mcthoda. •••.•••••••• I 
PHYS lll,lntroductoc)' l'b,.._Mechaolct ud Halt .•••••• I 
CPSC 101, Sunq ofComputetSckocc ••.••••••••••••••••• I 
CPSC 167,11ltroduc:Uoll &o COBOL ~mtac Olt 
CPSC 177, lntroductJoa to PO~ Proer"ammJDC OR 
CPSC 816, PnctJca1 Computer Appllcatloae .............. I 
GEOG 401, Real Eetate ucl Lad DcTdopmalt ••••••••••••• I 
ECON 101, Prlodplea of !coaoaolca Mk:ro OR 
BCON 801. Prtndplea of!oooomJca ~ ............... I 
ACCT 801, ~ ACXO'IUIUn&Ana!JIII.:::: ••••••••••. I 
BUS 881, Manaaemenl olHWIWIResourc:a ................ I 
BUS841,lqll~entofBuat~ ............... . ... I 
BUS ~7a, Prtndpla ol Real Estate ••••••••••••••••••••••••• & 
AOOM 871, Ofnc:e M.anaeaneat ••••••••••••••••.•••••.•••.• I 
AOOM 885, Bua:mc:. Commt1J1Jc.Uoa ADd Report 
w~.; ................................................ a 
Eleetfft Cbtmlatq 01' Ph~ ....................... ; .••• ' 
~Ye ~Yiec::me:M, ..................................... 4 
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CURRICULUM COMMITTE! AND FORWARDED TO THE SENATE 
INDUSTRIAL AND ENGINEERING TECHNOLOGY CONTINUED 
PROPOSED 
!blt aajor preparea tha iraduate for aanage•ent poaltlona In lbe 
conatructlon lnduatrJ. aecent graduate• are vorklng In coat 
tatlaatlng, project ache<tullng, coat control, and aa project aaragerr. 
Student• selecting thll aajor ahould have a baelc background la 
matheaatiea, phftlee aDd cheaiatrr. 
AdmlsJlon to the Onlveralty doe• not eneure adaleeion to a 
pro!eaelonal progr... In order to assure and ~nltor the qualltJ of 
1tudenta who are enterln9 the Construction Manageaent aajor, 
prequalltlcatlon ttandardt have been established. !heat atandarda 
addresa comp&tencr ln three area11 aatbematica, ~unleatlon akllla, 
including both oral and vritttnJ and baalc con•tructlon ~unlcatlon 
ekllla, Jncludlng engineering dravln9 and blueprint reading. 
Tbeee requ!reaent1 have been established to help assure that etudenta 
enterlDg the progr .. wlll succeed and to ensure that CWO can provide a 
quallt7 Conetructlon Management prograa. Student• pursuing thla 
degree should work closely vitb the departaent advl.or. 
II\ absence of an appropriate background the etudent MJ find It 
necesaarJ to take MA!B 163.1. 
Requited CoUUtl 
CMOt 120 
• OtG'!' 245 
CMG'! 2U 
OGt 217 
otO'I' 311 
~3U 
u OtG'!' 3U 
CMG7 , .. 
CMQf 366 
OIQf Ul 
~U2 
CMGr ... 
• 010! .. , 
OICT US 
••• CMGr 460 
CJIQf '" 
Jft Jt1 
GEOG •02 
llectrSc.l Sy•teu Dealp 3 o~ 
tight eo-erchl Con•tructloa S cr 
Com.ercial Con•tructloa Blueprint ~ead1Dt 3 or 
Plane Suneylnt t cr 
Structar.. S or 
Con•tructlon Z.tiaat1Dt t 01' 
Mvnce4 Conetnctlon Esti.aatlDt t 01' 
Coutnctlon Jllaterlala and Jlethode t ft 
~rcblttctDral DraviDg t cr 
WOOd aJW! Steel ConetrucU011 t 01' 
luUdlDCJ Serdce Sy•t- C 01' 
Coc!ea, CoDtracta and Speociflcatl~ C • 
Coutnctlon Pl.annlag, ScbeduliDg ~ Control J • 
PrlDClplu of Ccn•trocUon xanageaeat t 01' 
CoDcrete Con•trucUOII t 01' 
Sealur (Special ~lea or Special Project) I • _ 
Entlaeerlnt Project Coat Analyela ~ 
leal htate and Lan4 DeHlopaeDt 
, __ 
·-
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SOl' 
1ft 
50~ 
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HISTORY 
COURSE ADDITION 
1049 
HIST 352. The History of the American Family (3). American faaily 
patterns from early settlement to the present; demography, gender 
roles, courtship, marriage, child-raising, aging, ethnicity and 
alternative life styles. 
